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Treasury of the United States, et «1.

And ten other cases.
These cases come up upon motions

by the defendants to dismiss the btlW,
and by the plaintiffs for final decrees
upon the answers. The pleadings liavs
been so drawn on both sides as to
raise the merits of the controversy,
and it is not necessary to set them
forth in detail.
The facts are these: Since the enactmentof the War Prohibition act in

October. 1919, which was followed in
January, 1920. by the Eighteenth
Amendment and the National Prohibitionact, it has been the continuous
custom of all transatlantic passenger
steamships to bring intfc the port of
New York limited stocks of wines and
liquors as part of their sea stores.
This was done v ith the consent of

the public authorities who promulgatedregulation* recognizing the
practice, but providing that, while
within the territorial waters of the
Ignited States, they should remain intactunder seal. The theory on which
the authorities brboecded, acting on an

opinion at that time Riven by the AttorneyGeneral, wh*1 that, as part ot
the ship's stores, those wines and
liquors. If sealed and kept on board,
were not to bo regarded as brought
within the country at all. or as subjectto Its niuniclpa' law, in accordancewith the general rule that as

1 respects what happens upon the deck
of a foreign ship, the municipal law

1 coes not apply, except in cases where
the peace of the sovereign is at stake.
Later the permission so given was

further extended to allow the ships to
dispense to their crew their customaryration of wine as was In some
cases required by the laws of the
country from which they came.
This being the posture of affairs, on

' May 13, 1922, the Supreme Court decidedin the cases of Grogan vs.

Walker, 'and Anchor Line vs.

Aldrtdge, that the bare transit of
liquors across the territory of the
T'nited States was transportation
within the Eighteenth Amendment.
Thereafter the present Attorney-General.after consideration, on October
6. 1922. rendered an opinion to the
Secretary of the Treasury that these
decisions covered passenger steamers
Plying in una oui ui ins puiu ui una

country. The President thereilpon
publicly announced that after a Riven
date he should proceed to execute the
law in accordance with this opinion,
and this created the situation out of
which these bills ar'se.
The rractlce of all stPamers has

been freely to sell wines and liquors
out of these stocks to their passengerson eastbound voyages when once
outside the league limit, and to replenishthem in Europe so that they
should suffice for a round trip. The
stocks in question are therefore carriedinto port, kept there under seal,
and carried out again, only for'the
entertainment of passengers embarkingfrom the United States.

Besidesthe wines ard liquors so used
the steamers carry a stock for the use
of their crews. In the case of the
French, Italian and Belgian ships the
law of their flag requires tlvm to supplya ration of wine arid in those rases
It is possible that the ships may not be
able to obtain clearance unless they

ntwa v...... J,, v.. x u.s.re.more,the use of wirtes, beers or liquors
among the peoples except Americans
from whom the crews of all the ships
are drawn, Is habitual and these
beverages are regarded as a necessary
part jot their ration.

t Among the plaintiffs are two lines
which sail under the American flag.
These the authorities have always
treated like the foreign lines; they
have freely sold their wines end liquorsat sea and brought them into
port under the same restrictions and

_ with tho same privileges as the rest.
They are now, however, subject to the
same proposed action by" the defendants.
The defendants are not the same In

all the suits. In some cases the Secretaryof the Treasury Is Joined. In
ome the United States Attorney for
the Southern District of New York,
and in sortie the zone officer, but the
Collector of the Port of New York and
the local Prohibition Director are defendantsin all.

Appearances:
Hon. Van Vechtkn Veeder, for
Oceanic Steam Navigation Company,
Utd.; Liverpool, Brazil & River
Plate Steam Navigation Company.
Ltd. ; United Steamship Company
of Copenhagen, the Royal Mall
Steam Packet Company, the NetherlandsAmerican Steamship Company(Holland-America Line) and
Pacific Steam Navigation Company.

L>t*ctus H. Beers, Esq., for the Cunard
Steamship Company, Ltd.. and AnchorLine (Henderson Brothers).

Joseph P. Nolan. Esq., for CompagnleOenerale Transatlanttque.
Reid L. Carr, Esq., for United AmericanLines, et al.
Cleatvs Keatino, Esq.. and John M.

WDULBLT, £<«q., JLWi unci ||«M ||".|

Mercantile Marino and International
Navigation Company, Etd.

William Hatward, Esq.. United
.States Attorney, and John Holl*t
Clark, Esq.. Assistant United States
Attorney, for defendants in all rases.
I^earned Hand, D, J. It Is conceded.and Indeed could not be disputed,after Grogan vs. Walker and

Anchor Line vs. Aldrldge, decided
May 15, 1922, that, had the liquors

' here in question been a part of the
ships' cargo, the bills would net lie.
It makes no difference that they were
not to be broached while carried withinterritory of the United States: the
carriage would be transportation none
the less. But because they are part of
the "hip's stores. In the sense that that
term Is aererally understood, the
plaint iffs argue that they do not fall
within the same rule.

_ This argument rests upon two
I alternative premises, first, that "transMportatlon" Involves a place where, and

a person to whom, the goods are to he
m delivered, and second, that a ship's
I stores hsve by lone custom been
f treated as a rnrt of the "furniture,"
I Brongh v» Whitmore, 4 Term. K, CPU,

or "appurtenances," The Dundee, l
Hngg. Adm. 109, of the shir, which
do not without particular mention betome subject to the municipal law of
the ports Into which she enters, any
more than Hie ship herelf.
Even If "transportattoo" were de-

not nee how that would help the plaintiffsThese liquors are Worried for
delivery at s«v, to the tin s^ngera nnd
rrew, and when ao di llvred their
transportation rnda There appears
to me no altrnlfleant dlst!net|>>n In
the fart that the place of delivery ia
the ahlp Itself. The passengers, and
for that matter, the crew, are not the
name prr-on as the owner, and If the
paaaarr of title or poss'salon has
anything to do with the matter, the
title to, and posaeaslnn of the botIfleor the dram, passes when It la
handed to Ita consumer T1 o carriage
within the llmlta of the Vort of New
York Is a part of a transit whose purposefroni the beginning ia that very
delivery.
The fact that the place and the

persons arc undefined la aa Irrelevant
m . It ,,.,,,,1,1 h. If ,nlll,,r elf.ro,I ».

search out ftnd coal nt sea friendly
cruisers during war, as happened In
l!f 14.

Therefore, I might admit the plaintiffs'Interpretation of the word, If It
were necessary. Nevertheless, It
si m* to me at best very doubtful
whether It carries with It any such
limitation.
The cas' .1 on which the plalntlfTs

rely com" only to this, that the Jurisdictionof th" United States under
th" interstate commerce clause does
not terminate until delivery after a

*
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Pending Decision by the Si

Haynes Will Enforce the
and With the Leai

Special Dispatch to Tiiw Nrw Yoiik Hbrai.d.

New York Herald Huremi. 1
Washington. I). Oct. S3. (

Government agencies will unite in any
proper effort to get an early opinion
from the Supreme Court on the Daugli

rtyruling barring all intoxicating
liquors from ships in the territorial
waters of the United States. Until this
opinion is obtained prohibition enforcementagents will go slow In dealing
with foreign vessels transporting liquor
in violation of the Daugherty ruling.

Prohibition Commissioner Haynes
said to-day lie would enforce the law
"sensibly and safely, but not technically,"until he gets the decision of the
highest court.
Three departments.Treasury, Justice

and State.are cooperating to avoid
mistakes in cor^ldering the delicate
issues raised by the Daugherty ruling.
When Secretary Mellon returns to the
Treasury to-morrow from Pittsburgh lie
will find tlie regulations under tho rul;Uig ready for his approval.

"There is nothing to prevent us from
enforcing the law now, for it Is in effect,"said Sir. Haynes. "The regulat.'onswill be submitted to Secretary
Mellon to-morrow, but we do not have
to wait for their promulgation as the

transit across State lines, Gloucester
Ferry Co. v. Pa.. 114 U. S. 196,
Rhodes v. lotva, 170 U. S. 412. Louisville& Nashville R. R. v. Cook BrewingCo., 223 U. S. 70. Danciger v.'
Cooley, 248 U. S. 319. From this it
does not follow that the term "transportation,"as used In this statute,
implies delivery to another than the
person who carries the liquors. Suppose,for example, a parcel of liquor,
made after the amendment, and carriedoff to be laid away In a cashe.
There can be no question, I believe,
that two separate crimes would be
committed, "manufacture" and "transportation.''

Nor does It seem to me that the
13th and 14th sections of title II. of
the prohibition act help the planning.
Under these carriers are required to
mark the consignor's and consignee's
names on the outside of all packages.
But it does not follow that a regulationlike this of one kind of transportationimputes to the word Itself
any of the conditions Which it enacts.

In common use to transport means
to carry about, and I see no reason
why it should mean less in section III.
The law clearly intended'by immobilizingliquor to make surreptitious trafiflo in it impossible. and its policy
would as wefT cover movements which
might be incidental to, as those which
immediately terminated in, a-delivery
to some one else.
The case of Street vs. Lincoln Safe

Deposit Company, 254 U. S. 88, did
not decide anything to the contrary:
it turned upon the fact that the possessionof the liquor in the '.eased room

and in the house were both lawful,
and that the movement from one to
the other could not be unlawful. To
apply it to the cases at bar is to beg
the question, because the lawfulness
of the possession here depends upon
whether this is transportation under
the statute. The Bteamers have no

express warrant of law, as Street had.
for the, possession of the liquor. I,
conclude, therefore, that the carriage
in question is "transportation,"
The tirst "point being thus disposed

of, I come to the second.' It is a very
plausible argument to say that ship's
stores ought not to fall within the geherallanguage of Section 111. (ProhibitionAct), so plausible indeed that for
three years it prevailed with the authoritiescharged with the enforcement
of the statute. Their understanding

is not to be ignored in interpreting the
law itself, under well-settled canons.

Since 1799 It lias been recognized
In the customs regulations of the
United States (Revised Statutes, Sections2793, 2796, 2797), that reasonablesea stores shall not be subject to
duty. While they must be manifested
and may not be excessive in quantity.as such they are not regarded as

entering into the commerce of the
country.
Tho plaintiffs say that, therefore,

when section III. of the national Prohibitionact forbade generally the
transportation of liquors. It must be
read in the light of this statute and
the long usage under It. and that what
is not within the United States for
the purposes of customs, ought not
to be so for purposes of prohibition.
In addition they urge that under the
maritime lull: It Iti that for most
purposes sea stores will be treated
as a part of the ship herself. If she
Is not regarded as being within the
country, neither ought the accessories
to her voyage.

It Is, of course, true that one should
not interpret a statute, nnd least of
all a Constitution, with the text In
one hand and a dictionary In the
other, and so courts have often held
In similar cases to these. Brown vs.
Drchesne, 19 How. 783, Taylor v.
V. S.. 207 (J. S. 120, Scharrenburg
V T 11.Cuan.iV.ln fn 11? IT «

122. Nevertheless, every one must
agree that the question Is no more
than one of Interpretation, for In the
rase8 at bar Congress certainly might.
If It chose, prevent tho entrance of
any liquor whatever within the bordersof the United States, not only
under the Eighteenth Amendment, but
indeed under its power over foreign
commerce. It Is a question, therefore,
of the implied limitations upon words

case.

Ornvan v. Walker, supra, and
Anchor Idne vs. Aldrldgo, supra,
plainly meant to adopt a broad canon
for the Interpretation of the National
Prohibition Act, following the admonltlonat the end of the first paragraphof section three. Effecting a

revolutionary reform in the habits of
the nation, the statute la to he understoodas thorough-going In Its Intent
to accomplish the results desired. It
did not specify the extent of Its applicationIn detail, but left that to be
gathered from Its occasion, and the
generality of the words used.

It Intended to exercise once for all
tho complete pow r of Congress under
the amendment, md Its very want of
particularity Is a good Index that It
m'-ant to cover what It could. For
this reason If Is to he distinguished
fpiTu arller local act* of the same
kind, as for example the Alaskan Prohibitionaci. upon the language of
s-ctlon 29 on which the plaintiffs rely.
Indeed, eperlflr/jtlon In tho statute
might have defeated Its ends, on tho
theory that what was omitted must bo
taken as excluded. At least I cannotread tho two decisions cited withoutsupposing that It was In the fore-
rolnjc aenm that the Supreme Court
meant aoctY>n 3 to bo road.

Starting with that prrmlae there
appears t" ma mora rraaon for attppnalnfthat section to eo\'er theae
r;hlp'a stoma than the transportation
them before the court. I say thla bocau.seit was necessary to overrule
at Iriftt a a much. If not more, to reach
the result In those declalona, and eati.cl'tll.vbecause there were I" tlicm
rtwcli strongcf reasons to Imply an
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st Friction Possible.

laws are self executive. 1 expect the
cooperation of American and foreign
shippers in carrying out the provisions
of the law as intepreted by the Attorrey-CJeneral.lVe will do our best to
enforce the law. but to do it wisely.

"In view of the great interest in and
the importance of this question we are
not to be unreasonable in the enforceiment of the law. So far as foreign vesIsels are concerned, many complications
may arise. Therefore, until the Supreme
Court has had an opportunity to decide
the issues in doubt, nothing will be done
by the prohibition unit in dealing with
the liquor on foreign ships to embarrass
any other division of the Government.
Wo will move slowly ami cautiously out

determinedly. We will Anally enforce
the law as it Is interpreted, for we feel
that the Supreme Court will promptly
uphold Judge Hand."

Mr. Haynes thinks that it will require
about a month for the Supreme Court
to decide the question.

Mrs. Mabel Walker Willebrandt, AssistantAttorney-General In charge of
prohibtion cases, was told by telephone
of Judge Hand's decision and informed
the Treasury Department of it at once,

It is expected a copy of the decision
will reach the Department of Justice tomorrow.
exception from the literal language
of the act. First, in those cases there
was a statute which gave as much
right of transit across the territory of
the United States as here, and that
statute had the support of a treaty
negotiated only Ave years later, and
assumed In the opinion of Mr. Justice
Holmes to be still In force.
Assuming that the customs laws

give a positive right to enter ship's
stores into the United States, a posi-
lion in itself very doubtful, since in
form It only exempted them from cus-

toms duties, at least it must be concededthat the statute, old as it is, representedonly the policy, and not the
promise of the nation. It is true that
the custom in maritime affairs is of
long standing to treat such stores as a

part of the ship, but balancing that
consideration with the implication
against the repeal of a treaty, I cannot
help believing that the second is the

.. a * hoot It pun nnlv hft

said that the cases are on a parity in
this regard.
However, the motives for positively

assuming that such stores must be
considered as included within section
3, appear to me stronger than any
which could apply to a bare carriage
across our territory. It is true that
all such reasoning as to legislative
motives is speculative, but that vice,
if it be one, is of the plaintiff's making,because the language of the
statute, taken in its natural meaning,
is general and covers the case of
styes, as of other merchandise. It Is
the plaintiffs who insist upon imply-
ing limitations on that meaning, be-
cause of the supposed intent of Con-
gress. Since, therefore. I am asked
to have recourse to Implications, I

,cannot avoid some speculation as to
what Congress would probably have
said, had It been faced with the actualsituation which now arises.

In the decisions cited there was no
conceivable danger In, the transit of
liquor across the United States except
the chance of its escape. It Is true
that as suggested in firogun vs.,
Walker, supra, the provision against
export muy have been intended to
prevent the use of stimulants outside
the United States and so far as it was.
the argument applies with stronger
force to the cases at bar.
But taken substantially, the only'

evil which the transit could accomplishwas that some of the liquor
should not complete Its passage. In
the cases at bar the danger of an

escape is equally present, not perhaps
In the case of these plaintiffs, but I
cannot regard them alone. Iyeas responsibleowners may not be as scrupulous,and the law runs for all. The
distinction which put these rases

within the law with much greater
certainty Is the purpose for which the
liquors are brought and kept here.
Ignoring for the moment the crews,
all of the stocks are avowedly In-
tended Tor tne ronsiimpium m ukjb«

who are now within the United States,
of which a substantial part are resl-
dents or citizens, the very persons
whom it was the whole purpose of
the amendment to prevent drinking
liquors.

Naturally, I have nothing to say
about the wisdom of the amendment or

the law. but, wise or not, one thing Is
clear, that a drink of whisky Is as

hurtful to health and morals outside
as Inside Ambrose Light. It appears
to me Inconceivable, when one Is discussingthe Implied Intent of Congress,
thHt a statute cast In such sweeping
terms should be read a* Indifferent to
open preparations within the United
States for the gratification by its cltl-
zens of exactly those appetites which
It was the avowed Intent of the statute
altogether to deny. Nor do I believe
that any one would hesitate to think
so who did not already repudiate the
whole reform. If. for example, we

were to substitute cocaine or opium
for alcohol. I can scarcely think there
could be any disinterested difference
of opinion. *

Suppose- It were the habit of Chinesevessels to bring to our ports
among thelfi stores a proper supply
of morphine and opium with the
avowed purpose of dispensing it freely
to passengers from the United States
as soon as they cleared the league
limit. Could it be seriously argued
that a constitutional amendment and
a statute In broad language designed
to prevent citizens from using this
drug did not cover so palpable a

means of nullifying the very purpose
of the law? The Illustration Is extremeonly to those who can sec no

parity between the evils of opium and
alcohol. But a Judge cannot take any
postllon on that question ; it must be
enough for him thnt each is forbidden.

It ia Indeed dlfferent/'wlth so much
of the storks as are kept for the
crews, and a much stronger argument
can be made for the legality of their
carriage, though these also seem to me
to fall within the derisions I have so

often cited. However, that question Is
rra'ly Irrelevant as these eases are

presented. The plaintiffs hase their
nrgnment on the Improbability that a
statute In such general words should
have meant to cover sea stores. This
In turn rests upon the unlikelihood
that what has been for so long treated
as not subject to municipal law should
all at once become so. But the argumentbreaks down as soon as it apjpears that the stores as a whole can-
noi lainy u<? pxiiuumi. .

To say that the section covered
some of such stores, but ont all.
would be to admit that as such they
were not excluded hv Implication.
Wlint then becomes of the argument?
There are Indeed cogent reasons why
these mlglft be expected, but these
are not because they are ship's stores.
Congress may * Indeed determlni to
make an exception In their favor, as
to the validity of which I have nothingto say. but I do not think that
a Judge can Imply the exception becauseof the unquestioned dlfflcu^ina

f
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in which Its absence leaves the
plaintiffs.

There is a narrow limit to Judicial
redrafting of statutes. Indeed, the
argument was not suggested at the bar
that passengers' refreshment and
crews' rations stood In different positions.lh'obably none was Intended,
and I mention it only against th^ poa-
sinuuy mar it migiu do UKcn imcr.

Cases like Brown vs. Duchesna, supm.Taylor vs. U. S., supi*a, and
Scharrenberg vs. U. S.. supra, are all
indeed in point. They illustrate the
extent to which seamen and ships are

regarded as enclaves from the municipallaw.
But they were all Judicial exceptionsby implication out of the words

of a tatute, and they therefore dependedupon how far Ih the circumstancesof each case it was improbable
that "the natural meaning of the
words expressed an altogether probableintent." Were It not for the declarationof the Supreme Court in what
1 regard as far weaker circumstances,
that the literal irteanlng accords with
the probable intent, they might erabarqssby conclusion. As it is, they do
not, for In such matters each case is
sui generis, and 1 have only to follow
any decision which is apt to the statuteunder consideration. * .For these
reasons I hold that the threatened actionof the defendants Is legal and that
the bills must be tiismissed.

Jt is obvious that this ruling dispose*of the cases of the American
ships as well as of the foreign. The
American hills contain no allegations
that the defendants intend to prosecutethem for the sale of liquors upon
the high seas, as, for example, on

westward voyages. ft Is true that
the prayers for relief do include so

much, but prayers without allegationsare ineffective. I do not, therefore,find it necessary to consider the
legality of an/ sales of liquor under
the American flag on the high seas,
assuming no liquor is brought within
our territorial limits. It was my
understanding at the argument that
the territoriality of an American shir

ocalriat (he

possibility that I should hold that it
was not illegal merely to carry liquors
into and out of the port

I suppose that the question of a

temporary restraining order pending
the appeal is of a good deal more consequenceto the plaintiffs than anythingI may think about the law. The
power under the Seventy-fourth Rule
to grant such an order is undoubted,
notwithstanding a dismissal of the
bill, Merrlmac River Savings Bank v.

City of Clay Center, 219 U. S. 527 ;
Stafford® v. King. 90 Fed. R. 13S
(C. C.'A.). Moreover, the whole thing
rests in the discretion of the trial
Judge, "the question is how far the
absence of any protection to the losing
party will expose him to serious and
ij-reparab'e damage, if in the end. he
wins, without imposing an equal damage/upon the other party, If he holds
his decree. Like all such matters, It
depends upon a balance between the
two. and I must now assume that the
chances of success are not equal.
On the one hand the plaintiffs are In

unquestionable embarrassment. They
must take o<T their stocks of liquor
now in port, and if they bring any
westward with them they must calculatewith some nicety on the consumingcapacities of their passengers or

take, the thances of a seizure of the
residue in New York. Nevertheless,
so far as the loss of the liquors themselvesIs concerned the damage cannot
be said to ifo irreparable. These must
be condemned before they can be forfeited,and in the present state of the
calendars the cases at bar will be
Anally determined long before such
libels qan be tried. If I am wrong,theplaintiffs will gel back their propertyafter a delay which I Cannot re.
gard as an Irreparable damage.

If I am right It would be obviously
improper by-staying the defendants to
allow the liquor to escape a seizure to
which the United States is entitled
under its laws. With the conduct of
any such proceedings I have nothing
to do. It may be that the long acquiescenceof the authorities in thy
practices hero in question will moderatethe ultimate penalty of eonAscation; I must assume that the plaintiffswill receive, such consideration as
the law permits, but I ought no to protectthem against proceedings to which
they by hypothesis would be legally
subject.
However. I do not understand that,

they are so much concerned over the
possible loss of existing stocks as over
the right meanwhile to carry them in
and out as a means of selling them
at sea and serving them as part of the
crews' ration. If the ration is cut
off. sonvr-in any case of the plaintiffswill be In a serious dilemma
between two conflicting laws. The
others will probably have a good deal
of trouble and expense In securing
seamen who will sign on upon a '"dry"
ship. On the other hand, foreign
crews are scarcely within the dominantpurpose of the Eighteenth
Amendment. It appears to me just on
a fair balance of the relative advantageto stay the enforcement of the
law against stocks of wine and liquor
necessary for crews' rations. If honnestlykept and dispensed for that
purpose alone.
As to the maintenance of passengers'stocks the case Is otherwise.

The plaintifTs are all upon the same

competitive footing ln^er se and only
claim to fear the competition of Canadianlines. How serious that may
be no one can tell, but certainly It will
be felt much less during the next two
or three months than at another season.In any event, on the balance of
advantage I ought not to allow it. It
is easy to say. If one doeH not take
s< rlously the opinion behind the
Amendment, that the United States
will not suffer by the continuance of
the status quo. But It is Impossible
to say so, If one does.

I reprrtl wiimi. I MIU III in , 1UW v.

Edwards, flW-d October 10, 1919, on a
similar occasion. The suspension of a

law of the United States, especially a

law In execution of a constitutional
amendment,'la of Itself an Irroparable
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injury which no judge has the right
to ignore. The public purpose*, which
the law was intended to execute, have
behind them the deep^-convictlon of
thousands of persona whose will should
not be thwarted In what they conceive
to be for the publib good. No reparationis possible if it is.

It is at best a delicate matter for a
Judge to tie the hands of other public
officers in the execution of their dutiesas they understand them, and the
hooks ure full of admonitions against
doing so, except in a very clear case.

«»w to luut-aou iiuitu'iir.uuv

HUSBAND KILLS WIFE
AND SELF IN STREET

Two Deaths Follow Quarrel
in Brooklyn.

Mrs. Edith Sigmund of 445 Autumn
Rvetvue, Brooklyn, who had been employedas chief usher in the Bushwlck
Theater, was shot and killed last night
at Autumn and Liberty streets by her
husband, Henry Sigmund of 275 Cooper
street, Brooklyn, who is known also as
"Dutch Lefty," and is said by the
police to havo been a gambler. Sig-
mund then fired a bullet into his own
temple. Both were dead when a surgeonarrived.

Mrs. Slgmund was divorced five years
ago from William Price, but had been
living -under the name of Price in
Autumn avenue. She left Sigmund two
or three weeks ago because she got
tired of supporting him, said the police,
and since then he had been trying to
get her to return to him. He met her
last night, and after a quarrel drew a

gun and began shooting.

SLAYER OF 3 HANGED
HOLDING PINK ROSES

Emit Schutte Protests Innocenceto the End.
hprrial Dispatch to Tub New York Hbrai.u.

Wethkrskiklp, Conn., Oct. 24..Emil
Schutte was hanged in the Connecticut
State prison here Just after midnight
this morning for killing by gun and lire
Joseph and Mary Ball and their son,
Jacob Ball, in Haddam, Dec/mber 11,
1915.
The condemned man entered the executionchamber supported on either

side by prison guards. In the lingers
of his strapped hands he clutched two
pink roses which "never left his grasp.

Schutte entered the execution chamber
at£l2:03, the trap was sprung at 12:04
and he was pronounced dead at 12:15.
~Xis last words.and his only words

In the death room.were "WelL good
bye," mumbled Just after the black cap
had been placed over his head. He protestedhis innocence to the. last, and
showed great terror as he went to his
death.

"PEGGY" BEAL ACQUITTED.
<Jlrl Who Shot "Perfect Lover"

Wins Quick Verdict.
Kansas Ctty, Mo., Oct. 23..A Jury

here acquitted Marie F. (Peggy) Beal
to-night of the murder of Frank P. Andersonhere last summer. The Jury deliberatedtwo hours. Prisoners in the
county jail adjoining the court room
Joined in the applause at the announcementof tlie acquittal. The trial start-
en mis morning. p ew witnesses were
examined and the testimony was
short.
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so fUr as I can judge the plaintiffs
liave no case. Therefore, I will go no

further than to Issue an Injunction
against interfering with the carriage
of a stock necessary for the crews' rationson the eastbound voyage. The
plaintiffs must euch give a bond in the
sum of $25,000, conditional against
the use of such stocks for any other
mirnose than as crews' rations.

Bill dismissed with costs; Injunctionr.s Indicated pendljigr an appeal If
<he same be taken at once. Settle orderson notice. D. J.

October 23, 1922.

THREE POLICE EXPELLED
FOR BEING INTOXICATED

One Pleads He Needed Medicinefor Stomach.
Three patrolmen charged with drunkennesswere expelled from the Police

Department yesterday. They were PatrolmanJohn D. Dolan'of the Amity
f(treet station. Brooklyn, and Francis
J. O'Connor of the Beach street station
and Daniel J. O'Conor of the East
Sixty-seventh street station, probationarypatrolmen.

It was alleged that Dolan in a fewmonthshad reported ill eleven times
and that on August 7 he was off post
and was seen leaving a confectionery.
On September IS, it was said, he reportedill. but did, not call a police
surgeon and was found to be suffering
from some intoxicant. He said ho
merely took medicine for stomach
trouble.
Daniel J. O'Connor was said to have

vanished from his post on September
18 and to have been found in another
precinct asleep in a taxicab. His captain,Haerle. found him unfit for duty.
Francis J. O'Connor was accused of
misconduct on duty^ at Coney Island
at the end of the Mardi Gras.

GOVERNMENT PARTY
ADRIFT IN PACIFIC

Cutter Carrying Officials
Runs Out of Fuel.

San Francisco, Oct. 23..The Coast
Guard cutter Mojave, with Government
officials aboard, is drifting approximately9U0 miles west of Honolulu, her fuel
supply depleted, according to wireless
messages picked up at San Diego and
received here late to-day by the Marine
Department of the San Francisco Chumberof Commerc#.
The speedy tug Sunnadln left Pearl

Harbor, T. H., yesterday at 1:45 P. M. _

to give aid to the Mojave.
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Sure ReliefBell-ans
and 75$ Packages Everywhere _
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The friends Piccadilly Little Cigars
have made .and kept.show that
they sell on their merits.
Try a package today.
They're guaranteed.

10 in tho packago a , ^
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In"FINANCIALDISTRICT: 60 Broadway
In SHOPPINb CENTRE: 5th Avenue Sl 34th Straff1

Xn PARK AVENUE SECTION: Park Avenue & 48th Street
In HARLEM: 115th Street at 7th Avenue

In .THE BRONX: 148th Street &. 3rd Avenue

Member of Federal Reserve System]
*
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MRS. MARGARET SANGER
Who Has Just Returned from a Trip Around the World
|Will Speak at a Welcome-Home Meeting on

BIRTH CONTROL
Monday, October 30th, at 8:30 P. M.

In CARNEGIE HALL, 7th Ave. and 57th St.
HEYWOOD BROUN will introduce the Speakers

To familiarize yourself with the aims and objects
of the Birth Control movement read Mrs. Sanger's
latest books, "The Pivot of Civilization" and "Woman v

and the New Race." All bookstores. $2 each.
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